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Hi Gretchen,
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Larry
 
Larry Bradfish
Assistant Regional Counsel
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Attachment to Statement of Larry Bradfish


SIGNIFICANT ENFORCEMENT ACHIEVEMENTS AT EPA BY LARRY BRADFISH


Consent Decrees


Central Eureka Mine – 2 CDs
– Kaplan 
– Honeywell


Sulphur Bank Mercury Mine
        – Bradley Mining Co./Bradley Trust


Puente Valley OU of San Gabriel Valley SF Site – 7 CDs
 --  Bentley Mill, Fischer Trust, Hill Brothers Chemical Co.,  Le Van, Mancino,       
    Maxim Lighting, Mitchell Rubber


All Metals Processing Co. Site
– Estate of Helen Powers       


Federal Facility Agreement


Naval Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station (NCTAMS)


Unilateral Administrative Orders


Abbott-Turkey Run Mines – El Paso Natural Gas -- Time Critical Removal


All Metals Processing Company - Time Critical Removal


Aerojet – Rancho Cordova – RD/RA for OU-5
                                            –  Time Critical Removal 


Cordero Mine/Town of McDermitt – Sunoco/Barrick Gold – Time Critical Removal


Oahu Sugar/Kaanapali Land LLC (Pearl Harbor Naval Complex) – Non-Time Critical Removal
EE/CA


Mt. Diablo Mercury Mine – Sunoco – Time Critical Removal


Zeibright Mine - Newmont USA & Donner Mine Camp – Time Critical Removal 
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AOC/Cost Recovery Agreements


NEC Acquisition Co. – Cost Recovery


All Metals Processing Co. Site– Brett & Chris Warner Trust – BFPP Doing Work


TH Agriculture & Nutrition (THAN) Site – THAN, Syngenta and Olin – Cost Recovery


Pearl Harbor - Waipahu Ash Landfill –  City and County of Honolulu  – Mixed Ownership AOC
for RI/FS


RCRA Penalty Cases


ACME Galvanizing Facility (Randolph)


All Metals Processing Co.


Arizona Galvanizing


Valero Refinery


Veterans Administration Palo Alto Health Care System


EPCRA


BJ Cecil Trucking (penalty plus SEP)


AWARDS


U.S. Department of Justice –  Certificate of Commendation (Sulphur Bank Mercury Mine)


Regional Administrator Award – removal of mine wastes from residential area on Tribal Land 


Silver Medal – Goodrich Litigation Team


Bronze Medal –  Good Samaritan policymaking team – voluntary cleanups of abandoned mines


Bronze Medal – Hazardous Waste Cleanup of Mixed Ownership Sites Team


Bronze Medal – e-Discovery 

















RESUME OF
LARRY J. BRADFISH


PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE


2003 to Current Assistant Regional Counsel
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
San Francisco, CA


Attorney specializing in RCRA hazardous waste and CERCLA enforcement.  Negotiate and draft
settlements recovering response costs and civil penalties.  Current sites include Pearl Harbor
Naval Complex NPL Site (HI); Naval Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station
(NCTAMS) (HI);  Aerojet - Rancho Cordova NPL Site (CA); Carson River NPL Site (NV);
Sulphur Bank Mercury Mine NPL Site (CA); Cordero/McDermitt Mercury Mine Site (NV);
Eureka, Nevada Smelter sites (NV);  San Gabriel Valley NPL Site, Area 4, Puente Valley
Operable Unit (CA); Cyprus Tohono Mine (AZ); Cache Creek (CA).


1999 to 2003 Assistant Field Solicitor
U.S. Department of the Interior
Oakland and San Francisco, CA


Advised the National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the United States
Geological Survey on a variety of environmental law and  public land law matters. Also
negotiated transfer of DOD base (East Fort Baker) to the National Park Service, and negotiated
commercial leasing amendments (Haslett Warehouse) for the National Park Service.  Handled
several mining claim contests.  Endangered Species Act enforcement.


1992 to 1999  Attorney
Gray Cary Ware & Freidenrich
(Currently DLA Piper)
Palo Alto and San Francisco, CA


Senior Associate specializing in complex environmental litigation and compliance and related
land use issues.  Environmental litigation includes CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, CEQA,
environmental justice, hazardous chemical labeling and warning, and environmental insurance
claims.  Environmental compliance work included RCRA, Cal-OSHA, Clean Air Act,
Endangered Species Act, and  Marine Mammal Protection Act matters.  Responsibilities included
all phases of discovery, researching and drafting briefs and motions, drafting contracts and
settlements, and advising clients on both litigation and compliance matters. 
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1988 to 1992 Trial Attorney
United States Department  of Justice
Washington, D.C.


Honor law graduate appointment to the United States Department of Justice, Environment and
Natural Resources Division, Wildlife and Marine Resources Section.  Responsible for managing
and litigating approximately sixty cases involving the Endangered Species Act, Marine Mammal
Protection Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act and other federal wildlife protection laws.  Related
issues included the Administrative Procedure Act, CERCLA, NEPA, and water law. 
Responsibilities included extensive motion practice in federal courts throughout the United
States.


1986 to 1988 Law Clerk
Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California
Los Angeles, CA


Law clerk part time and summers.  Researched a wide variety of California water law,
environmental law, and administrative law issues.  Also researched issues concerning employee
related matters and tort claims.


RELATED PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE


1978 to 1985 Geologist
Exploration Research Associates
 Los Angeles, CA
Martin-Trost Associates
 Golden CO
Urangesellschaft, U.S.A.
 Denver, CO


Exploration geologist involved in precious metals, base metals, and uranium exploration across
the western United States.  Responsibilities included researching mining claim ownership,
attending public hearings, preparing mineral leases, and preparing environmental impact
statements.  Other responsibilities included designing and supervising drilling projects,
geochemical sampling, interpretation of geochemical analytical reports, mine surveying, and
preparation of geologic and structural maps.


1974-1975 Laboratory Technician
Bjorksten Research Labs
Madison, Wisconsin


Lab technician responsible for setting up and running various experiments involving ASTM
standards and other testing methods.  Responsible for photography and photomicrography related
to experiments, including darkroom film development and printing.  
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EDUCATION


Loyola Law School Los Angeles, CA
 J.D. 1988
 • Loyola of Los Angeles Law Review (Articles editor & staff member) 1986-88


University of Arizona Tucson, AZ
 M.S. Geosciences 1979
• Graduate Teaching Assistant - General Geology and Mineralogy lab courses  (2 years)


University of Wisconsin Madison, WI
 B.S. Geology 1974


PROFESSIONAL LICENSES


Member of the California Bar since 1988 (#138611)
Member of the District of Columbia Bar since 1989 (#421032) (currently on voluntary inactive
status)
Registered Patent Attorney, No.  43,511 (Feb. 16, 1999)
Registered Geologist in California (#3846)


CASES (Selected Non-EPA, assisted in or lead)


Lincoln Properties, Ltd. v. Higgins, 23 Envtl. L. Rep. 20,665, 1993 WL 217429  (E.D. Cal.
1993)
Kaufman & Broad-South Bay, Inc. v. Unisys Corp., 822 F.Supp. 1468 (N.D. Cal. 1993)
Citizens to End Animal Suffering & Exploitation, Inc. v. New England Aquarium, 836 F.
Supp. 45 (D. Mass. 1993)
United States v. Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, 788 F. Supp. 1126 (E.D. Cal. 1992)
Building Indus. Ass’n of Southern California, Inc. v. Lujan, 785 F. Supp. 1020 (D.D.C. 1992)
Mt. Graham Red Squirrel v. Madigan, 954 F.2d 1441 (9  Cir. 1991)th


Calipatria Land Co. v. Lujan, 793 F. Supp. 241 (S.D. Cal. 1990)
Allied Signal, Inc. v. Lujan, 736 F. Supp. 1558 (N.D. Cal. 1990)
Jensen v. United States, 743 F. Supp. 1091 (D.N.J. 1990)


PUBLICATIONS (LEGAL)


Bradfish, L., Recent Developments in Listing Decisions Under the Endangered Species Act
and Their Impact on Salmonids in the Northwest, 3 Hastings W.NW. J. Envtl. L. and Pol’y 77
(Fall 1995)


Bradfish, L., Recent Federal Agency Policy Statements Regarding the Endangered Species
Act: Much Ado About Nothing?, 4 Environmental Law News 12 (Cal. State Bar, Spring 1995)


Bradfish, L., United States Strategic Mineral Policy, 21 Loy. L.A.L. Rev. 107 (1987)
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PUBLICATIONS (SCIENTIFIC)


Miller, C.F., Stoddard, E.F., Bradfish, L.J., and Dollase, W.A., 1981, Composition of Plutonic
Muscovite:  Genetic Implications:  Canadian Mineralogist, vol. 19, Part I, p. 25-34


Miller, C.F., and Bradfish, L.J., 1980, An Inner Cordilleran Belt of Muscovite-Bearing
Plutons:  Geology, vol. 8, p. 412-416.


Miller, C.F., and Bradfish, L.J., 1979, Distribution of Muscovite-Bearing Granites in Western
North America:  An Inner Cordilleran S-Type Plutonic Belt:  Geological Society of America
Abstracts with Programs, vol. 11, no. 3, p. 92


Bradfish, L.J., 1979, Petrogenesis of the Tea Cup Granodiorite, Pinal County, Arizona:  M.S.
Thesis, University of Arizona, 165 p.


Dresher, Wm. H., Moore, R.T., Bradfish, L.J., 1977, Recommendations for the Inventory of the
Public Lands of the United States for Their Availability to Mineral Exploration and
Development:  Work performed for the U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, by the
Arizona Bureau of Mines, University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona
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ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGE/ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
DO NOT RELEASE 
 
To:   File 
 
From:  Larry Bradfish, Assistant Regional Counsel 
 
Re:  Town of Eureka, Nevada Superfund Site 
 
Date:  July 16, 2014 – Modified January 26, 2016. 
 
The following is a brief summary of the basis for CERCLA liability of Metallic Ventures US, 
Inc., a Nevada corporation, for lead/arsenic contamination found in residential yards in the town 
of Eureka, Nevada.  EPA has been carrying out a removal action to clean up residential yards for 
the past two summer seasons (2013 and 2014).  The lead and arsenic are byproducts from the 
milling and smelting processes carried out in the town of Eureka, Nevada during the late 1800s.   
 
The majority of sampled residential properties in the town of Eureka had mean lead 
concentrations of 1,800 ppm lead and 327 ppm arsenic.1  Four properties had arsenic 
concentrations in excess of 38,000 ppm and 100,000 ppm lead.  EPA set removal action levels 
for the initial round of removal actions at 3,000 ppm lead and 600 ppm arsenic.  To date, EPA 
has spent over $3 million in carrying out removal actions on approximately 35 residential 
properties.  More residential yard cleanups are needed as up to 400 properties may have been 
impacted by the smelter and milling contamination.  Additional work is also needed to deal with 
smelter slag piles and milling tailings left behind in the town of Eureka.  Preliminary cost 
estimates for completion of the work have run as high as $40 million, but more investigation is 
needed before a reliable cleanup cost estimate can be calculated.  The town of Eureka site is not 
on the NPL list. and it is likely that it will not be listed given the political climate in the State of 
Nevada. 
 
During the last half of the 19th century, considerable mining took place in Eureka County, 
Nevada.  The main objective of the mining was silver, but large amounts of lead and arsenic 
accompanied the silver ore.  As a result of the mining activity, several smelters began operating 
in the town of Eureka, Nevada.  The two largest smelters were operated by the Richmond Mining 
Company, a Nevada company, incorporated in 1873, and the Eureka Consolidated Mining 


                                                           
1 Mean background values for the area are 47 ppm lead and 25 ppm arsenic. 
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Company, incorporated in California in 1870.2  Most of the smelting took place between 1870 
and 1890.  After 1890, most of the ore from the mines was shipped to Utah for smelting.    
 
By 1905, a newly formed company, Richmond Eureka Mining Company, had acquired the stock 
and assets of the Richmond Mining Company and Eureka Consolidated Mining Company.  The 
exact nature of the transactions appears to be less than straightforward with stocks and assets 
flowing through one or more third party “liquidators” before reaching the Richmond Eureka 
Mining Company.  Records from this period of time are spotty and incomplete, but the 
transactions have the attributes of a merger/consolidation rather than a straight asset purchase.   
However, Eureka Consolidated Mining Company continued to exist until 1909, until Richmond 
Eureka Mining Company was able to obtain all of the shares of the company.  Richmond Mining 
Company continued to exist, at least on paper, until 1923 when its charter with the State of 
Nevada expired.3  Based on EPA’s review of existing corporate information, Richmond Eureka 
Mining Company appears to be the successor in interest to the two major smelter operators who 
disposed of hazardous substances in the town of Eureka, Nevada during the late 1800s.    
 
By 1906, Richmond Eureka Mining Company was acquired by U.S. Mining Company and 
became a subsidiary of U.S. Mining Company.  In the same year, shares of U.S. Mining 
Company were acquired by the newly formed U.S. Smelting, Refining and Mining Company.  
Richmond Eureka Mining Company became a subsidiary of U.S. Smelting, Refining and Mining 
Company.  For the next 100 years, Richmond Eureka Mining Company remained a subsidiary of 
various successors to U.S. Smelting Refining and Mining Company.  In 1930, U.S. Smelting 
Refining and Mining Company merged into Mueller Brass Corporation.  In 1965, Mueller Brass 
changed its corporate name to U.S. Smelting Refining and Mining Company.  In 1972, U.S. 
Smelting Refining and Mining Company changed its name to UV Industries.  In 1979, UV 
Industries sold its assets to Sharon Steel.  As part of the asset purchase agreement, Sharon Steel 
agreed to assume the liabilities of UV Industries.  In 1987, Sharon Steel underwent Chapter 11 
bankruptcy.  As part of the Chapter 11 reorganization, one of Sharon Steel’s subsidiaries, 
Mueller Industries, emerged from the bankruptcy in 1990.4  Mueller Industries’ wholly owned 
subsidiary, Arava Natural Resources, had a wholly owned subsidiary, Amwest Exploration 
Company.  Richmond Eureka Mining Company was a subsidiary of Amwest Exploration 
Company.   
 
In 2007, Richmond Eureka Mining Company was merged into Metallic Ventures US, Inc., a 
Nevada Corporation that was a subsidiary of Metallic Ventures, Inc. a Canadian Company.  At 
the time of merger, Richmond Eureka Mining Company was not a wholly owned subsidiary of 
Amwest as it held an 81% interest.  Metallic Ventures set about acquiring the remaining shares 
of Richmond Eureka Mining Company.  In addition, Metallic Ventures US acquired, as part of 


                                                           
2   There were other related companies formed with similar names, the Richmond Consolidated Mining Co., formed 
in England in 1871 and Eureka Consolidated Mining Company, incorporated in Nevada.  Ultimately, the Richmond 
Eureka Mining Company appears to have acquired the assets and shares of all of these companies.  
  
3   Metallic Ventures has argued that because these companies continued to exist after Richmond Eureka Mining 
Company acquired the bulk of shares and assets of these companies, the acquisitions were not really mergers. 
 
4   Liability of UV Industries, Sharon Steel and Mueller Industries was at issue for Utah smelting CERCLA sites.   
See, e.g., U.S. v. Sharon Steel, Consent Decree, Civ. No. 86-C-924J & 89-C-136J (D. Utah 1990). 
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the merger, a royalty interest in the Ruby Hill Mine held by Richmond Eureka Mining Company.  
Ruby Hill Mine is a mine located near Eureka Nevada and owned by Homestake Mining 
Company, now a subsidiary of Barrick Mining Company.   
 
In 2003, Metallic Ventures, Inc., the Canadian parent company changed its name to Metallic 
Ventures Gold.  In 2010, Metallic Ventures Gold was acquired by International Minerals 
Corporation through a statutory Plan of Arrangement under Canadian Law.  As part of the 
acquisition, Metallic Ventures Gold was dissolved and its assets, including Metallic Ventures 
US, were acquired by Ecuadorian Minerals Corporation (US), a wholly owned subsidiary of 
International Minerals. 
 
In 2012, Metallic Ventures US sold its royalty interest in the Ruby Hill Mine to Royal Gold, Inc. 
for $38 million.  Prior to the sale, annual royalty payments to Metallic Ventures US had been 
approximately $2.5 million per year.   Metallic Ventures, however, did not retain the $38 million.  
It was transferred to one or more parent companies, including Ecuadorian Minerals to allegedly 
pay debts owed to the parents.   Metallic Ventures US appears to have been the operating arm of 
Metallic Ventures Gold and later, International Minerals for mining projects, including the 
Esmeralda Project, Nevada5, Gold Hill Project, Utah, Bald Peak Project, Nevada, and others.   
Money would flow from the parents to Metallic Ventures US to carry work on these on projects 
and earnings would flow back to the parents.   
 
In late 2013, International Minerals was acquired by Hochschild Mining Plc through a statutory 
Plan of Arrangement under Canadian law.  Hochschild had been a joint venture partner with 
International Minerals for several mining ventures in Peru.  Hochschild’s main interest was in 
International Mineral’s Peruvian holdings.  The non-Peruvian holdings were spun into a newly 
formed company, Chaparral Gold Corporation, a Canadian firm with offices in Scottsdale, 
Arizona.  Included among Chaparral’s holdings were Ecuadorian Minerals and its subsidiary, 
Metallic Ventures US.  Ecuadorian Minerals Corporation also held two other Nevada 
subsidiaries with Nevada gold mining properties.    
 
In September 2013, after reviewing PRP reports prepared by EPA’s consultants, EPA sent 
requests for information, pursuant to CERCLA Section 104(e), to Mueller Industries and 
Metallic Ventures US.  Both companies responded with information.  Following a review of the 
information provided by Mueller and Metallic Ventures, EPA sent a general notice letter to 
Metallic Ventures US6 on February 10, 2014. 
 
In February 2014, Waterton Precious Metals Fund II, Cayman LP announced a hostile takeover 
bid of Chaparral Gold.  They were unable to get stockholder support for the takeover and 
extended their offer several times over the course of 12 months.   
                                                           
5   Metallic Ventures US allegedly lost $40 million in developing the Esmeralda project.  The mining property was 
sold for $2 million in 2008 after the mine only operated for about 6 months in 2004. 
 
6   EPA has not found sufficient links, to date, to warrant sending Mueller Industries a general notice letter.  The 
evidence for the elements of a Best Foods analysis do not appear strong enough to warrant liability of the parent 
companies over the course of the 100-year period that Richmond Eureka Mining Company was a subsidiary of 
Mueller and its predecessors.  Moreover, no known smelter operations at Eureka, Nevada were ever carried out by 
Richmond Eureka Mining Company that could have been under the direction and control of its parent company. 
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The hostile takeover bid, combined with EPA’s General Notice Letter prompted Metallic 
Ventures US to seek a meeting with EPA.  On May 29, 2014, officers of Metallic Ventures met 
with EPA in San Francisco.  Metallic Ventures denied successor liability for the contamination at 
Eureka, Nevada.  However, they suggested that they would like to settle the matter as it was 
placing too much uncertainty into the status of the company in light of the takeover bid.  They 
provided information that Metallic Ventures had little or no money to settle, but that the parent 
company(ies) might be able to “loan” some money to Metallic Ventures US to settle the matter.  
EPA discussed the need for more information to complete an ability to pay (ATP) analysis.  
Metallic Ventures agreed to expedite providing EPA with the information.  On June 6, 2014, 
EPA sent Metallic Ventures a CERCLA 104(e) ATP request.  EPA received a response from 
Metallic Ventures in a letter, dated June 13, 2014.  Metallic Ventures provided the information 
requested with the letter.  On June 24, 2014, Kim Muratore, Case Developer for EPA, sent an 
email to EPA management and ORC concluding that Metallic Ventures lacked the financial 
resources for any significant settlement, but that the parent companies, particularly Chaparral 
Gold, have the financial resources to provide a significant settlement amount although the parent 
companies do not appear to liable unless EPA could be successful in piercing the corporate veil.    
 
On July 8, 2014, Jim Butler, attorney for Metallic Ventures US, contacted Larry Bradfish of EPA 
Region 9 Office Regional Counsel with a proposed offer of $100,000 to settle the matter.   EPA 
was considering the offer when, on July 10, 2014, Larry Bradfish was contacted by Kamal Toor, 
attorney for Waterton.  Mr. Toor proposed that Waterton would be agreeable to settling the 
matter for Metallic Ventures and suggested a number in the $5 million range.  Mr. Toor, in 
subsequent phone calls, lowered that number to between $1-3 million and expressed concern that 
this amount was still too high after discovering that Metallic Ventures had only offered $100,000 
to settle the matter.  Following the settlement discussions there was considerable spin put on 
conversations with EPA by both Metallic Ventures and Waterton to Chaparral Gold’s 
shareholders about the status of settlement.   
 
Negotiations between EPA and Metallic Ventures eventually fell silent.  On November 5, 2014, 
EPA sent Chaparral Gold a notice and demand letter.  In February 2015, EPA learned that 
Waterton Precious Metals Fund II Cayman LP and Waterton Precious Metals Bid Corp had 
acquired Chaparral Gold.  The acquisition was based on a January 27, 2015 Amended Plan of 
Arrangement approved by the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
 
Following the acquisition of Chaparral Gold by Waterton, EPA (Larry Bradfish), on several 
occasions, contacted Jim Butler, attorney for Chaparral Gold.  Mr. Butler indicated that he was 
unsure whether he remained counsel for Metallic Ventures following the acquisition by 
Waterton.  In July and September 2015, EPA (Larry Bradfish) contacted Kamal Toor, attorney 
for Waterton to check on the status of Chaparral Gold and Metallic Ventures.  Mr. Toor claimed 
that Waterton had acquired Chaparral Gold, but that another company, Titan Resources Limited, 
acquired Metallic Ventures, and that Jim Butler represented Titan Resources.  Mr. Butler denied 
being counsel for Titan Resources Limited.  Based on preliminary information, Titan Resources 
Limited was created at the time of the Waterton Acquisition (February 10, 2015) presumably as a 
means to hold Metallic Ventures.  Titan Resources is a Nevada company located in Elko, 
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Nevada.  Its president is Blaine Wilson.  Little more is known about the company or how it 
acquired Metallic Ventures. 
 
Based on EPA’s current knowledge of this site, Metallic Ventures US appears to be the successor 
in interest to the two main smelting companies that disposed of smelter slag containing arsenic 
and lead in the town of Eureka, Nevada.  EPA estimates their contribution to the contamination 
left behind in the town of Eureka to be approximately 75-90%.  EPA has not found any other 
viable responsible parties for the remaining percentages of contamination.  Most current 
landowners, who are potentially liable under CERCLA as current owners of the site, are 
residential landowners, a small commercial interest that bought a number of parcels formerly 
owned by Metallic Ventures or other mining interests, and the County of Eureka, Nevada.  For 
financial, policy, and political reasons, these parties do not represent viable potentially 
responsible parties.  However, the relationship between the parents and Metallic Ventures US 
remains suspect.  Metallic Ventures appears to be intentionally undercapitalized and reliant on its 
parents for infusions of cash when it needs to carry out a project.  Tax returns for Metallic 
Ventures and its parents have been consolidated into one return.  The staff, formerly employed 
by Metallic Ventures, is now part of its parent.  For these and other reasons, it is necessary for 
EPA to explore more fully the relationship between Metallic Ventures and its parent companies 
before meaningful settlement discussions can be carried to completion or litigation can be 
considered by EPA. 


 
 






